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Faculty Senate
January 6, 2003
2:30 p.m., E156 Student Union

1.

Call to Order

2.

Approval of Minutes of 11/25/2002 (Attachment E)

3.

Report of the University President or Chief Academic Officer

4.

Report of the Senate Executive Committee: James Sayer (Attachment A)
Guest Report: Matt Filipic, Vice President for Business and Fiscal Affairs
Guest Report: Vicky Davidson, Assistant Vice President for Facilities Planning & Management

5.

Written Committee Reports and Attendance (Attachment B)
A.
Faculty Budget Priority Committee: James Sayer
B.
Non-Bargaining Unit Faculty Affairs Committee: Carole Endres
C.
Undergraduate Curriculum & Academic Policy Committee: Tom Sav
D.
Buildings & Grounds Committee: James Amon
E.
Information Technology Committee: Vince Yen
F.
Student Affairs Committee: Margaret Clark Graham
G.
Student Petitions Committee: KT Mechlin, Chair

6.

Council Reports

7.

Old Business
A.
Gerontology Certificate in Social Work Program Change – Tom Sav
Add to Core Courses: SW 270
Delete from Core Courses: SW 463
Add to Electives: SW 271 and SW 389
B.
High School Preparation Proposal – David Orenstein (Attachment C)

8.

New Business
A.
RS COB Proposed Changes From 3 to 4 Hour Credit Base – Tom Sav
(Go to http://www.wright.edu/~tom.sav/ucapc/0003/fsreport/rscob.pdf )
B.
Procedures & Documentation of Nominations (Commencement Committee) – Barbara Denison
(Attachment D)

9.

Adjournment
A.
Next Faculty Senate Meeting: Monday, February 3, 2003, 2:30 p.m., 156 Student Union
B.
Winter Quarter General Faculty Meeting: Tuesday, February 18, 2003, 3:30 p.m., 163 Student Union

Attachment B
STANDING COMMITTEE REPORTS
FACULTY SENATE
JANUARY 6, 2003

Faculty Budget Priority Committee: James Sayer, Chair
See Attachment A.
Non-Bargaining Unit Faculty Affairs Committee: Carole Endres, Chair
No report.
Undergraduate Curriculum & Academic Policy Committee: Tom Sav, Chair
The UCAPC report to the Senate for January 6 is at:
http://www.wright.edu/~tom.sav/ucapc/0003/fsreport/4fsrep.htm
The link to the full 51 page RS COB proposal is therein as well as an update from the Study and Assess Writing Across
the Curriculum Subcommittee (SAWAC).
Buildings & Grounds Committee: James Amon, Chair
No report.
Information Technology Committee: Vince Yen, Chair
Present: Vincent Yen, COB (Chair), Terry Anderson, CaTS (for Paul Hernandez), Dan DeStephen, CTL, Stephen
Foster, University Libraries, Cynthia Gibbons, CONH (for Yvonne Lu), David Little, SOM, Karen Meyer, CECS,
Brenda Mobley, SOPP, Gary Nieder, COSM, Richele O'Connor, CEHS, James Schwartz, Lake Campus Absent:
Angela Johnson, COLA
Minutes of the October 7 meeting were reviewed and approved.
The meeting opened with comments from Dan DeStephen, Director of CTL and representative to the Faculty Senate,
regarding the rational for creating the IT Committee. This committee is evolved from the previous University Libraries
Committee as the result of a number of changes in the instructional technology climate at WSU, including:
• A new Faculty Senate model, which has moved many committees to a faculty-led structure;
• The evolution of multiple new sources of electronic media for education, making the previous Library Committee
outdated;
• The expanding role of multiple WSU entities supporting instructional technology, including CTL and CaTS; and
• The need for an academic body to support the instructional technology needs of the faculty. The University
Technology Committee is primarily an administrative body which reports to the Provost, outside the realm of the
Faculty Senate. The IT Committee will focus more on educational concerns and report to the Faculty Senate.
In the ensuing discussion, Dan DeStephen and the group reaffirmed the roles of the IT Committee, described at the
October 7 meeting as follows:
• To serve as an advisory group to the Faculty Senate, and to the University Libraries, and keep each body informed
about the expressed IT needs of the faculty.
• To serve as a liaison between WSU faculty and the IT policy makers by conducting formal and informal surveys of
faculty.
• To disseminate information to the WSU faculty with regards to IT policy and available services.
A fourth proposed role was added to the above list:
• To support the functions of the University Libraries, Center for Teaching and Learning, and Computing and
Telecommunications Services, and raise the awareness of the Faculty Senate with regards to Information
Technology issues.
Activity Planning for 2002-03:
The issue of a faculty needs assessment was revisited. It was noted that the University Libraries recently participated in a
nationwide survey of library services and user satisfaction, with favorable results. The survey results will be presented to
the committee at a future session.

After further discussion, a subcommittee was formed to begin the development of a faculty needs assessment instrument.
The subcommittee will be chaired by Gary Neider. Additional members will include Vince Yen, Brenda Mobley,
Richele O’Connor, Dan DeStephen, and Paul Hernandez (or another CaTS representative). The subcommittee agreed on
a target date to conduct the needs assessment by the end of Winter Quarter 2003.
Specific issues for potential inclusion on the needs assessment were also discussed, including evaluation of on-line
courses, the role of the IT Committee in the formation of the WSU 5-year strategic plan, and mechanisms for ongoing
faculty input to the IT Committee following the formal needs assessment.
University Libraries presentation: Stephen Foster
Dr. Foster informed the committee of three specific instructional technology resources available through the Library:
1. Student Technology Assistance Center (STAC) – second floor, Dunbar Library. This unit is an expansion of the
center formerly located in Allyn Hall. Its primary function is to provide WSU students with the tools to make
productive use of new information technologies. From the faculty perspective, STAC is not designed to directly
serve faculty needs, but is an excellent resource to refer students who have IT needs. Further information is
available at http://www.libraries.wright.edu/stac .
2. Electronic Reserves System (E-Res) – the Library can help faculty create electronic course packs for students.
This is less costly than the currently available commercial service, Xanedu. Further information is available be
calling 775-3142 or sending E-mail to doug.kaylor@wright.edu .
3. The Library is moving more towards the direction of on-line journals, and eliminating many duplicate print titles
in the process. The resources are archived through the OhioLink system. It is possible that a demonstration may
be conducted at a future IT committee meeting.
CaTS Presentation: Terry Anderson
Refer to Powerpoint handout provided at meeting. Also refer to CaTS Web Site, http://www.wright.edu/cats/ .
Summary of services provided by CaTS:
1. Networking Services
2. Desktop Services
a. Software Contracts
b. Hardware Contracts
c. Support Services
3. Computer Labs
4. Telecommunications Services
5. Operational Systems for University Administrative Services
a. Web-Based Services
b. ROX: Raider On-line Express
c. Administrative Workflow (eForms, etc.)
d. Data Warehouse
e. Database Support
f. Statistical Support
6. Help Desk
7. Training (in partnership with CTL and Libraries)
Current Projects: Reduced / Consolidated sign-in process for all University Services; Mail Server Upgrade
Future Projects: Portal; Administrative Upgrades; Increased services to alumni, prospective students.
Center for Teaching and Learning (CTL) Presentation: Dan DeStephen
The key features of CTL which distinguish it from the other IT support services are its focus on faculty needs, and its
emphasis on course-specific support. Faculty are strongly encouraged to develop and maintain courses with CTL
support, whether they be Web-based or Web-enhanced courses.
Additional support services include: A-V support for all campus events; photography; graphic arts; TV Center / video

production; teleconferencing.
Support is available on a three-tiered fee system: services are free of charge for course-related faculty activities. Faculty
activities which are not directly related to courses are billed for materials only. For outside groups, (i.e., Nutter Center),
services are billed for BOTH materials and labor.
Next Meeting: TBA
The subcommittee on developing the faculty needs assessment will be convened by Dr. Neider in the near future. When
the needs assessment instrument is ready for review by the full committee, another meeting will be convened. It is
anticipated that this will take place by early Winter Quarter 2003.
Student Affairs Committee: Margaret Clark Graham, Chair
No report.
Student Petitions Committee: KT Mechlin, Chair
No report.
Attachment C
HIGH SCHOOL PREPARATION

Wright State University has adopted a college preparatory curriculum policy. The university requires
applicants to have a high school record that meets the recommendations of the Advisory Commission on
Articulation between Secondary Education and Ohio Colleges. Students who do not meet the high school
course requirements may be admitted to the university with conditions and will be required to remove
deficiencies before they can graduate from Wright State University. Students are expected to remove high
school deficiencies by the completion of 90 credit hours.
The following table summarizes the college preparatory course requirements and indicates how deficiencies may
be removed.

Subject Area Requirement
English – four units
Mathematics –three units (including
Algebra I and II)**
Social Sciences – three units (including two units in history)

Science—three units

Foreign Language –two units (In the same foreign or classical
language through Level II)**
Arts – one unit

Removal of Deficiencies
Pass ENG 101*
Pass MTH 126 or MTH 127*

Complete two general
education courses in
History and an additional
general education course
In either History or Human
Behavior
Complete the general education requirement in Natural Sciences. A one-term lecture/lab course removes up
to one unit of deficiency.
Pass courses through the 103 level or demonstrate proficiency by examination.

Complete one general education course in Fine and Performing Arts.
______________________________________________________________________
* Initial enrollment in English and Mathematics courses will be determined by placement testing.
**Algebra I and Foreign Language I may be taken before high school.
Attachment D
Honorary Degrees
Procedures and Documentation of Nominations
1.

The Commencement Committee should consist of nine (9) members. Six of these should be faculty members
appointed by the Executive Committee of the Faculty Senate. Three (3) student members will be appointed
from amongst the elected student representatives by the Student Government. The Honorary Degrees
Subcommittee of Commencement Committee shall consist of four (4) faculty members and one (1) student
member from the Commencement Committee.

2.

Two (2) faculty members should serve three (3) year terms, two (2) faculty members for a two (2) year term, and
two (2) faculty members for a one (1) year term. No faculty member should serve more than two (2)
consecutive terms. The appointment of three (3) students will be for a one (1) year term.

3.

The chair of the committee will be appointed from amongst the six faculty members by the Executive Committee
of the Faculty Senate.

4.

A majority vote of the full membership of the committee will be necessary to approve a nominee for an honorary
degree; that is, five (5) votes will be required for approval.

5.

The deliberations of the committee regarding nominees should be strictly confidential.

6.

A request to present a nomination should be sent to the committee prior to any nomination. A request may be
submitted by anyone affiliated with Wright State University (faculty, staff, students, trustees, or alumni). The
request must be submitted by January 5 for both commencements in the subsequent year. The request should
consist of a brief letter outlining the contributions of the potential nominee. The potential nominee should not be
notified of the request nor should there be any attempt to solicit external support for the request. The request
should remain as confidential as possible. The committee will review the request and determine if a nomination
should be reviewed for further consideration. Approval of a request to nominate requires a majority of the
committee, and such approval does not indicate approval of a subsequent nomination.

7.

Nominations must include: (a) a narrative letter, in non-technical language, setting forth the reasons for the
nomination; (b) a full resume of the nominee, including accomplishments, honors received, education and
experience; and (c) a minimum of three (3) letters supporting the nomination from persons knowledgeable
about the nominee’s contributions.

8.

Nominations may be made by anyone affiliated with Wright State University (faculty, staff, students, trustees, or
alumni).

9.

Nominations may be submitted after a request to nominate has been approved. The deadline for submission of all
nominating materials, for both June and December Commencements is March 1.

10. Nominations receiving favorable consideration by the committee will be forwarded as recommendations to the
President of the University who may subsequently recommend them to the Board of Trustees for further
consideration and final approval.
11/19/02

WRIGHT STATE UNIVERSITY
FACULTY SENATE MINUTES
Monday, January 6, 2003
Minutes reviewed by University Faculty President James Sayer and University Registrar, Dave Sauter.
Prepared by the Registrar's Office.
I.

Call to Order:
University Faculty President James Sayer called the meeting to order at 2:30 p.m. in E156 Student
Union. The Faculty Senate meetings are broadcast via videoconference to Lake Campus.
Senators: (those present in bold) Bud Baker, Marjorie Baker, Joe Coleman, Gerald Crites, Kris
Scordo in for Donna Curry, James Dobbins, Jack Dustin, Kim Goldenberg, Mel Goldfinger, David
Goldstein, Ramana Grandhi, Maggie Houston, Elton Kerr, Jeanne Lemkau, Jackson Leung, Jill
Lindsey-North, Audrey McGowin, Joe Cavanaugh in for Ron Kremer, Perry Moore, Mari
O’Brien, Drew Pringle, Blair Rowley, Ed Rutter, James Sayer, Cathy Sayer, Michael Steffan, Dan
Voss, Gordon Walbroehl, Mary Wenning, Norma Wilcox, Mitch Wolff. Parliamentarian: Tom Sav

II.

Approval of the Minutes:
The minutes of the November 25, 2002, meeting were approved as written (Attachment E to agenda).

III.

Report of President:
o Research and Scholarly Projects that are externally funded exceeded $40 million for the third
year in a row this past year (FY 2002). These awards represent 537 projects by faculty and staff
with a funding increase of about 100% over the past decade.
o Major awards over $400,000 each included the study of body composition, health outreach,
aerospace medicine, HIV risk behavior, bioinfomatics, magnetic resonance, semiconductors,
childhood genetics, drug abuse and disability.
o Capital Campaign commitments as of 12/31/02 are $31.6 million toward our $40 million goal
with strong prospects in the pipeline. This is the year of the alumni phase in which we reach out
regionally and globally to develop and renew relationships.
o Current state budget for higher education (FY 2003) is stable at this time. We have been able to
work effectively with 38 other public universities and colleges to resolve current year
disagreements and present a united front to policy makers.
o Future state budget (FY 2004 and FY 2005) is currently being developed by the executive
branch with input from the Ohio board of Regents and University Presidents. While virtually all
states are decreasing higher education funding, we are advancing the case for an increase based
on Ohio’s low relative position to other states.
o Questions: Dr. Goldfinger asked about the ad that ran on November 10 thanking local companies
who donated money to the university; would Dr. Goldenberg send a copy of information sent to
the donors so we can see how we are being marketed. The President agreed to send copies to the
senators.

IV. Report of the Senior Vice President: No Report
V.

Report of the Senate Executive Committee: James Sayer
o Attachment A to agenda (See attached spreadsheet).

o Guest Speaker: Dr. Matt Filipic, Vice President for Business and Fiscal Affairs, speaking on
“Budget Trends and Benchmarks.”
o These notes highlight the power point presentation:
o The information on our financing trends describes our revenues and expenditures of
unrestricted expenditures. Unrestricted funds are funds that WSU can choose how to
spend as opposed to restricted funds where the money has to be spent for the purpose for
which has been allocated; example would be that WSU is the designated Ohio institution
to serve as the fiscal agent for OhioLINK, the statewide library network. This money
simply passes through our accounts. It is all restricted.
o The information encompasses 1983 to present. Much of this data describes shares of total
revenue and share of total expenditures. The data begins with1983, perhaps not the best
year to use for comparison purposes. It was perhaps the worst year in state budget
history. Unemployment went to 13%; sales tax was raised by 25% (from 4% to 5%) and
temporarily raised the income tax by 50% and then made that permanent and increased it
by another 26%. All of this happened around fiscal year 1983, and none of those tax
increases were adequate in that year to avoid major reductions in state support.
o (Comment on slide #3, Trends in Unrestricted Revenues)
o As financial statements for 2003 were being prepared, we have a new requirement, in the
accounting regulations, that we put together an essay analyzing those statements. For part
of that essay, we went back to 1980 and looked at several years from then and now and
calculated the ratio of state appropriations received per dollar of tuition charged at WSU.
In 1980 we received $2.14 for every dollar charged, by 1990 it had dropped to $1.56, by
2001 it was $1.14 and 2002 $1.04; 2003 will clearly be less than one dollar. In good
years the gap grows, bad years the gap narrows but we never get back to where it had
been at the same point in the previous business cycle.
o Other revenue sources are the sales and services, largely for the medical school, and
room and board, but these are not major sources.
o Comment on slide #4, Trends in expenditures, share devoted to Instruction and
Departmental Research).
o Unrestricted funds devoted to departmental budgets is a more volatile set of numbers
than most. It fluctuates greatly and this could be because of the early retirement
programs. There seems to be a trend whereby the portion of spending going for
instruction and departmental research is in a gradual decline. It may be assumed that
administration is consuming a larger fraction of the total but that is not true. This chart
(slide #5) looks at most of the other major categories of spending and with only one
exception they are much more stable.
o Institutional support started at 11% and is back to 10%
o Plant operation and maintenance has been in decline as a total.
o Student services can be described as flat.
o The exception: Scholarships and Fellowships started out at 1% of the total and have been
increasing significantly since then. In new accounting standards this money is not
treated as expenditure, it is simply a discount against revenues. The reported tuition is
what we actually collect, not the “sticker price”. In the old accounting standards,
scholarships and fellowships expenditures, even if they were essentially discounts
provided by the university itself, were treated as a form of expense.
o In any event, the share of historical expenditures allocated to scholarships and
fellowships has been increasing substantially. This is because WSU was following the
pattern common to public universities generally, who saw the benefit of awarding

o

o

o
o

financial aid to certain categories of students. We awarded largely on the basis of
academic merit for the purpose of encouraging the best and the brightest of high school
graduates to consider WSU as a place that would meet their needs. We have seen that
expenditure climb. Two years ago the financial aid policies were
reviewed and it was determined that we could modify our policies and still attract a high
caliber population. Fall 2002 was the first term impacted, and it seems the upward trend
has been arrested.
While it is useful to monitor these trends over time and to compare them to national
averages, we need to remember the limitations of the data. For example, differences in
organizational structure result in differences in accounting, which can affect apparent
spending patterns. For example, at Wright State we have a new contract with Sodexho
making clear that we are the food service operator. In the past, the commission we used
to receive from the food service vendor was the only thing reported in our financial
statements. In the future we will be recognizing all the food service revenues and
showing as an expense what we will have paid Sodexho to provide that service. What
will appear to be a major increase in the share of our revenues and expenditures
attributable to our food service operation will really be the effect of a new accounting
treatment as a result of our new contract.
We were asked to compare our spending patterns to national data. The Federal
government reports total (as opposed to unrestricted) expenditures and that will
cause a problem because our total expenditures are distorted by our management of the
OhioLINK program. Federal reports focus on shares of the total and that can be
misleading as well.
National bench mark data available is data collected by the US Dept. of Education from
campuses. It is published on their website and dates from 1996-1997.
In comparing national averages to WSU numbers for administration expenses (defined as
academic support + institutional-libraries) The data shows that 19.2% of our
expenditures were for administration and only 13.7% of the national average for all
public universities were for administration. In looking at it, more closely, we see that the
share we devoted to a number of categories of cost was consistently above the national
average. We were above the national average in the share devoted to direct instructional
costs, student services and considerably ahead in libraries and scholarships. How is this
possible? His answer to this is that we were well below the national average in terms of
the share of total spending devoted to research expenditures (includes both restricted and
unrestricted). If we are well below average in research, we will be above average in
other categories; it all has to add up to 100%. If we would look at 2002 data, we are sure
to see different numbers, since our research spending has been growing. We are the third
ranking research university in the state, but our research volume is far below Ohio State
and University of Cincinnati. Their approach of research is that the research dominates
the instructional and service missions; we are not that kind of institution. So the
explanation for the fact that our share of the budget devoted to administration is higher
than the national average is that our share of the budget going for sponsored research is
much below the national average. Removing research from the totals eliminates most of
the differences that would have been of concern. Perhaps more relevant is how much is
actually being spent for administration. We normalized the numbers by dividing
expenditures for administration by the number of FTE students for both the national
totals and for WSU. You see (slide 11) that our spending on administration per student
was below the national average.

o In summary, benchmarking ourselves is desirable but difficult to achieve because of
inconsistent data reporting. In addition, national and state averages are not very
meaningful, since the averages include data for widely different institutions. If we had a
defined peer group of more similar institutions, we could have something to compare.
o The primary question is how do we think we are doing with regard to managing administrative
expenditures? We are doing well when we consider:
o We have relatively high space utilization that helps achieve a lower than average plant
operation and maintenance cost per student.
o We have extraordinarily low debt - $11.5 million compared to most state institutions that
are at about $100 million or more, (University of Cincinnati is over $500 million), which
means low debt service: a larger fraction of our revenues can go to other purposes.
o We have a history of privatization of many functions (housing, food service, bookstore,
custodial functions).
o We try to benchmark staffing for certain specific operations and we find we are average
or below average in our staffing.
o Enrollment growth is greater and stronger than the statewide average. Administrative
costs per student will decrease because many of our expenses do not increase with
increases in enrollment. We should try to keep our costs as low as possible consistent
with accomplishing missions. We should be aware of the following expenditures which
may increase over time.
o We no longer have a new campus. Repairs need to be made.
o The state support for capital needs is declining. This may make our debt increase.
o Enrollment is changing. It is becoming more residential so student service expense will
increase over time. National averages show us as devoting a greater share of spending on
administrative costs than average but the information presented today shows that to be
misleading.
o Guest Speaker: Vicky Davidson, Associate Vice President for Facilities Planning and
Management. Spoke on process and procedures at WSU for decision making about capital
planning.
o Four “Capital Plan Criteria” include programmatic (i.e. classes needing electronic
classrooms vs. traditional classrooms); building condition (does building support
mission and what condition is the building’s infrastructure in); maintenance and
regulatory issues (i.e. work order system to track quantitative data upon which to make
decisions; regulatory changes require physical changes), strategic (new campus
directions or community initiatives).
o Six Year Capital Plan, required to send to OBR every other year.

DAYTON CAMPUS COMPREHENSIVE SIX-YEAR CAPITAL PROGRAM
2003-2004 Biennium
State Formula

Other State
Funds

Local Funds

Millett Hall Rehabilitation

*2,700,000

0

Student Union Marketplace

*1,000,000

6,475,114

Russ Engineering Expansion

3,000,000

2,000,000

Rike Hall Renovation (Planning)

200,000

0

Electrical Infrastructure (Phase I)

2,100,000

0

Campus Master Plan (Phase V-a)

1,800,000

0

500,000

0

Athletic Training Facility (Nutter Center)

0

3,000,000

Electric Substation

0

2,110,000

School of Medicine Renovations

0

4,000,000

Festival Playhouse

0

250,000

11,300,000

17,835,114

Science Lab Renovations (Planning)

Total
Basic Renovations

2,685,000
2005-2006 Biennium
State Formula

Other State
Funds

Local Funds

Science Lab Renovations

4,600,000

0

Electrical Infrastructure (Phase II)

1,300,000

0

Rike Hall Renovation

2,000,000

0

Master Plan (Phase V-b)

2,300,000

0

Festival Playhouse Renovation

1,000,000

Student Recreation, Health & Wellness
Center
Medical Sciences Renovation
Total
Basic Renovations

0
0

33,350,000
500,000

11,200,000

33,850,000

2,685,000
2007-2008 Biennium
State Formula

Other State
Funds

Local Funds

Classroom/Lab Renovations

3,300,000

0

Master Plan (Phase VI)

3,000,000

0

Electrical Infrastructure (Phase III)

1,300,000

0

Festival Playhouse Renovation
CAC Lower Level Renovation

1,000,000
800,000

0
0

Allyn Hall Wing Rehabilitation

1,500,000

0

Concert and Recital Hall Reno.

1,000,000

0

11,900,000

0

Total
Basic Renovations

2,685,000

*Funding will be used to reimburse Wright State University State for local funds spent on this project

Questions: Dr. Sayer explored the process on deciding on how various projects are prioritized, and Ms.
Davidson responded that a variety of decision makers on campus (senior administration and trustees),
ultimately decide. Dr. Filipic added that in prior years we could focus on programmatic and strategic,
but must now focus on building condition and maintenance and regulatory to a larger extent. We need to
address buildings and systems to adequately support the infrastructure, and so the new biennium reflects
this. In addition, faculty are represented at various committees and Trustees meetings. Due to faculty
input at those various meetings, the Science labs are now at the forefront. Dr. Filipic spoke to the Health
and Wellness expenditure and added that student fees will support both capital and operating dollars.
$33 million dollars is a substantial sum, and so alternatives will be reviewed including Student Union
additions. Senator Cathy Sayer also asked regarding “planning” dollars, and Ms. Davidson responded

that OBR will enable institutions to identify upfront, planning dollars. Dr. Goldfinger asked about
timing issues of renovations for Science labs. Ms. Davidson responded that the process would begin by,
for example, fixing a lab and moving someone in and renovating the emptied room, and continue in that
mode, trying to minimize the moves.
VI.

VII.
VIII.

Standing Committee Reports and Attendance (Attachment B)
A. Faculty Budget Priority Committee: James Sayer, Chair
o See Attachment A to agenda
B. Non-Bargaining Unit Faculty Affairs Committee: Carole Endres, Chair
o No report
C. Undergraduate Curriculum & Academic Policy Committee: Tom Sav, Chair
o Refer to written report on website http://www.wright.edu/~tom.sav/ucapc/0003/fsreport
/4fsrep.htm
The link to the full 51 page RSCOB proposal is there as well as an update from the Study and
Assess Writing Across the Curriculum Subcommittee (SAWAC).
D. Buildings & Grounds Committee: James Amon, Chair
o No report
E. Information Technology Committee: Vince Yen, Chair
o See Attachment A.
F. Student Affairs Committee: Margaret Clark Graham, Chair
o No report
G. Student Petitions Committee: KT Mechlin, Chair
o See Attachment A.
Council Reports
Old Business:
A. Gerontology Certificate in Social Work Program Change Tom Sav
Add to Core Courses: SW 270
Delete from core Courses: SW 389
Add to Electives: SW 271 and SW 389
Approved
B. High School Preparation Proposal David Orenstein (Attachment C to agenda)
Dr. Rutter shared that he has the modified language (see below)
Two items accepted and approved as wording changes. APPROVED AS AMENDED.
Amended HIGH SCHOOL PREPARATION

Wright State University has adopted a college preparatory curriculum policy. The university requires applicants to have a
high school record that meets the recommendations of the Advisory Commission on Articulation between Secondary
Education and Ohio Colleges. Students who do not meet the high school course requirements may be admitted to the
university with conditions and will be required to remove deficiencies before they can graduate from Wright State
University. Students should remove high school deficiencies by the completion of 90 credit hours at Wright State
University.
The following table summarizes the college preparatory course requirements and indicates how deficiencies may be
removed.
Subject Area Requirement
English four units

Removal of Deficiencies
Pass ENG 101*

Mathematics three units
(including Algebra I and II)**
Social Sciences three units
(including two units in history)
Science—three units
Foreign Language two units (In the same foreign or
classical language through Level II)**
Arts one unit

Pass MTH 126 or MTH 127*
Complete two general education courses in History and an additional
general education course in either History or Human Behavior
Complete the general education requirement in Natural Sciences. A
one-term lecture/lab course removes up to one unit of deficiency.
Pass courses through the 103 level or demonstrate proficiency by
examination.
Complete one general education course in Fine and Performing Arts.

* Initial enrollment in English will be determined by guided placement and initial enrollment in Mathematics courses
will be determined by placement testing.
**Algebra I and Foreign Language I may be taken before high school.

C. From New Business
Raj Soin College of Business proposed changes from 3 to 4 hour credit base. Approved
IX.

New Business
A. Raj Soin College of Business proposed changes from 3 to 4 hour credit Base Tom Sav
(Go to: http://www.wright.edu/~tom.sav/ucapc/0003/fsreport/rscob.pdf )
Dr. Sav commented that UCAPC approved the proposals based on the campus-wide input to
RSCOB, including the transition issue. Approval to suspend rules and make Old Business.
Approved.
B. Procedures & Documentation of Nominations (Commencement Committee) Barbara Denison
(Attachment D to agenda) Approved for consideration for next faculty Senate Meeting in February

X.

Announcements:
Next Faculty Senate Meeting: Monday, February 3, 2003, in E156 Student Union
Winter Quarter General Faculty Meeting: Tuesday, February 18, 2003, 3:30 p.m., 163 Student Union.
Adjournment:
The meeting adjourned at 4:05 p.m.

XI.

